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not been released—formally or infor-
mally—to the Congress qualifies as
‘‘working with the Congress.’’

There are a number of questions that
I believe must be answered about the
mandate of these additional troops.
How many additional troops are being
planned for and what will they be
doing? Will these men and women be an
additional part of the U.S. contribution
to IFOR? Or will they be deployed as
part of a post-IFOR force of some kind?
Will these new troops be under the
command of NATO, or of a U.S. com-
mander, and what rules of engagement
must they abide by? Is the timing of
this deployment at all related to NATO
announcements last week that it was
studying the anticipated security situ-
ation in Bosnia over the next few
months?

Then there continue to be questions
on the political-diplomatic side. The
Organization for Security and Coopera-
tion in Europe [OSCE], the inter-
national body tasked with implement-
ing the elections, recommended the
postponement of municipal elections
because of security concerns, allowing
only national elections to take place
on September 14. These municipal elec-
tions are currently scheduled for No-
vember, but many observers feel they
should be postponed until the spring of
1997. My question is what kind of U.S.
troop commitment will the Adminis-
tration be looking for if the elections
are postponed? And when do they in-
tend to notify the Congress of their
plans?

I know that many of these questions
will be answered at today’s hearing be-
fore the Armed Service Committee.
But I also would like to remind my col-
leagues here, and at the Department of
Defense, that the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee continues to have a
significant interest in the details con-
cerning any deployment of U.S. troops.
I think it is fair to assume that if the
Administration expects to have Con-
gressional and public support, as it has
said in public testimony, then it should
make some effort to consult with all
the relevant committees before its
plans are announced in the morning
newspaper.

A year ago—in October 1995—I asked
whether or not the U.S. would be able
to withdraw troops from IFOR in De-
cember 1996, as the administration said
then, even if the mission clearly had
not been successful.

I had my doubts then that the stated
goal—ending the fighting and raising
an infrastructure capable of supporting
a durable peace—would be doable in 12
month’s time. I foresaw a danger that
conditions would remain so unsettled
that it would then be argued that it
would be folly—and waste—to with-
draw on schedule.

My concerns and hesitations of 1 year
ago can only be compounded by the
fact that additional troops are being
deployed to Bosnia—perhaps even as I
speak—without the Congress having
been notified in advance.∑

THE REPEAL OF CONTROLS ON
INDEPENDENT COUNSEL COSTS

∑ Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the appro-
priations bill we passed on Monday
contained pleasant surprises, such as
reasonable funding for education and
research programs. But there have also
been some troubling provisions. One
was so troubling that I could not allow
it to pass without some expression of
my dismay. This provision, section 118,
overturns one of the reforms Congress
made in 1994 to independent counsel
law to hold down costs.

The provision in the bill was never
approved by any committee. It was
never voted on by either House. It was
never included in a bill that either
body approved. This provision appeared
for the first time in the omnibus appro-
priations bill on Monday and was pre-
sented to the Senate under rules that
didn’t permit a single amendment to
the bill.

I first heard of this provision last
week, when I was told that some House
Republicans had added it to their wish
list for the bill. Senator BILL COHEN
and I, as chairman and senior Demo-
crat respectively of the Senate sub-
committee with jurisdiction over the
independent counsel law, immediately
expressed our joint opposition to the
provision. We thought that bipartisan
opposition from the authorizing com-
mittee would be enough to prevent
such a last-minute circumvention of
the committee system. But we were
wrong. The provision somehow got in-
cluded in the bill and is now law.

It is a mistake in process and sub-
stance.

In simplest terms, the issue relates
to holding down the cost of independ-
ent counsel investigations. In particu-
lar, it has to do with commuting
costs—whether and how long independ-
ent counsels and their staff can use
taxpayer dollars to pay for transpor-
tation and living expenses when they
reside in one city and agree to pros-
ecute one or more cases in another
city.

The issue arose in the context of the
Iran-Contra case. In that case, the
independent counsel, Lawrence Walsh,
chose to continue living in his home-
town of Oklahoma City, while pros-
ecuting cases based in Washington, DC.
There was no law against it, but when
the bills came in for his hotel, airfare,
and other living expenses, plenty of
loud complaints followed. Some point-
ed out that any other Federal prosecu-
tor who agreed to prosecute a case in
another State would have to move
there—taxpayers would not be required
to pick up their hotel and transpor-
tation expenses. Then Senator Dole
was in the forefront of the critics call-
ing for reform, criticizing Mr. Walsh
for ‘‘spend[ing] most of his time in
Oklahoma.’’ These commuting ex-
penses were a prominent part of calls
for legislation to tighten controls and
reduce the cost of independent counsel
investigations.

In 1994, the Congress responded to
these criticisms by enacting legislation

which tightened controls over inde-
pendent counsel expenses in a whole
host of ways. One of the reforms we en-
acted was to limit commuting ex-
penses. We revised the law to allow
independent counsels and their staffs a
maximum of 18 months of commuting
expenses. After 18 months, independent
counsels and their staffs were expected
either to move to the city where the
prosecutions were based or start pick-
ing up their own commuting expenses.

Section 118 of the omnibus appropria-
tions bill effectively repeals that limit
on expenses. If effectively permits
independent counsels and their staffs
to charge taxpayers for unlimited com-
muting expenses. Lawyers can live in
one city, like New York or Los Ange-
les, prosecute cases in another city,
and charge literally years of airfare,
hotel meals and other living expenses
to the taxpayer. That’s an expensive
proposition. It’s why we created the
limit in 1994. It’s why the omnibus ap-
propriations bill was wrong to change
it. It is wrong to change it without any
hearings, a consideration much less ap-
proval by an authorizing committee.

Limits on independent counsel ex-
penses were enacted in the last Con-
gress with bipartisan support. No case
has been made for repealing these lim-
its. Many would say that limits on ex-
penses are needed more than ever. This
issue needs to be revisited.∑
f

FIVE CHALLENGES FOR PEACE:
UNFINISHED BUSINESS IN FOR-
EIGN POLICY

∑ Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President,
for the past 18 years, I have been privi-
leged to watch the march of world his-
tory from the vantage point of the U.S.
Senate. The world has changed dra-
matically in my time here.

We live in an era of great transition
from a terrible cold war order we un-
derstood to a new order we do not yet
know. We are, to borrow from Dean
Acheson’s trenchant phrase, ‘‘present
at the re-creation.’’

As I prepare to leave the Senate, I
want to offer some parting thoughts on
unfinished business in American for-
eign policy and five challenges we must
meet in coming years.

I. INFRASTRUCTURE FOR PEACE

The principal challenge of our time is
to re-engineer the structures that can
sustain the peace we have won. From
the institutions and alliances of the
cold war, we have inherited an unprece-
dented infrastructure for peace.

That infrastructure rests on three
pillars. Each must be strengthened.

The first pillar is the only worldwide
institution focused on international
peace and security—the United Na-
tions.

We need to rebuild the consensus,
both domestically and internationally,
on what we want the U.N. to be and
what we want it to do in the inter-
national system of the 21st century. I
believe we must build this consensus
among the major donor countries and
powers.
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For too long, the United Nations has

tried to do too much for too many and,
as a result, has outgrown the bounds of
its legitimacy. I believe the basis for
consensus is a return to the core func-
tions that we need the United Nations
to do—refugees, nuclear inspections,
health, and security, for example. And
it may well be time for the United Na-
tions to get out of the development
business entirely and leave that work
to other institutions better suited to
the task such as the World Bank and
International Monetary Fund.

When we have consensus on what the
United Nations should do, we then will
need a dramatic restructuring of the
U.N.’s institutions and bureaucracy to
meet its new, narrow focus. This will
be a dramatic shake-up of the United
Nations that can only be driven by its
most powerful member states. It will
require the leadership of current heads
of state and government, as well as
other international figures of stature. I
imagine this to be analogous to the
process that led to the San Francisco
Conference in 1945 where the Charter
was signed.

The second pillar consists of the in-
stitutions for international economic
development, reform and growth. The
World Bank, the International Mone-
tary Fund, and the new World Trade
Organization have important capac-
ities that our bilateral development
programs simply do not. They can en-
courage and even compel the kind of
fundamental changes in outdated and
inefficient economic systems abroad
that ultimately promote self-suffi-
ciency. And they can set and police
uniform standards for economics and
trade that promote America’s long-
term interests in certainty and stabil-
ity.

Yet, we have fallen behind sustaining
our key contributions to these organi-
zations. For example, we continue to
lag behind in our contribution to the
World Bank’s soft-loan window, the
International Development Associa-
tion. As we consider trade-offs among
our foreign policy budget expenditures,
I believe that sustaining our contribu-
tions to these organizations should
move to the top of our priority list for
international affairs spending.

The third pillar is America’s alli-
ances. I continue to believe that we
must find new consensus on the pur-
pose of our principal alliance, the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization.
The halting and ad hoc approach that
ultimately led to NATO intervention in
Bosnia, is decidedly not the type of
shared purpose that can sustain a close
alliance over the long term. I, for one,
remain skeptical that we should pro-
ceed with admitting new members to
NATO before the alliance finds its new
role.

At the same time, the United States
must give serious thought to the struc-
ture of its alliances in the Pacific. Be-
yond our close alliances with Japan
and South Korea, we must consider
what type of expanded alliance struc-

tures can best protect peace and stabil-
ity throughout the region well into the
next century.

II. ARMS CONTROL AND NON-PROLIFERATION

In addition to repairing the institu-
tions for peace, I believe we must do
more to control the weapons of war.
That is our second challenge.

I believe it is an indispensable ele-
ment in America’s long-term security
strategy. We face two types of chal-
lenges in dealing with the threat posed
by weapons of mass destruction.

First, we must reduce the numbers of
these terrible arms that exist on the
face of the Earth. This means fully im-
plementing START I and START II,
both here and in Russia. It means es-
tablishing and implementing a regime
to control and destroy chemical weap-
ons stockpiles. It means continuing to
press for universal adherence to a com-
prehensive ban on nuclear testing. It
also means that America must be will-
ing to foot much of the bill whenever
necessary—the cost of destroying
weapons abroad by agreement is far
less than the cost of having to destroy
them by war.

Second, we must contain and secure
stockpiles and prevent the spread of
these weapons. Our recent efforts to re-
trieve unsecured nuclear material from
abroad and bring them to the United
States should be expanded. We should
remain committed to efforts of the
Nunn-Lugar program to secure stock-
piles throughout the former Soviet
Union. And we must always remain
fully committed to strict enforcement
of the nuclear Non-Proliferation Trea-
ty.

The threat to our security from
weapons of mass destruction is grow-
ing, not declining. Critics of arms con-
trol in general, or of specific arms con-
trol agreements, must always be held
to answer a single difficult question: If
you oppose our approach, then what
would you do to diminish the urgent
threat to our country? In my view,
that is where critics of the Chemical
Weapons Convention have fallen short,
and I hope the Senate will ratify that
important agreement early next year.

III. TOOLS OF DIPLOMACY

The third challenge we must meet is
to maintain a diplomatic capacity
strong enough to secure our many na-
tional interests abroad.

We live in an age of exceptional nu-
ance, diversity, and subtlety in foreign
policy, and we must learn patience and
the limits of our influence. This is par-
ticularly apparent in Africa—a con-
tinent of special interest to me—where
America has many interests that can
only be defended by diplomatic means.

But our diplomatic interests are
truly worldwide. In just the past 6
years, 25 new states have entered the
international community. The end of
the Soviet empire has left us with
many more power centers to deal with
and far more nuance to understand.

Yet, while the military had its Bot-
tom-Up Review, and the intelligence
community has undergone comprehen-

sive review of its missions and needs
since the cold war’s end, we have not
undertaken such an authoritative re-
view of our diplomatic interests and
needs.

So we stumble along with no objec-
tive to guide our way, our debates on
diplomacy—to the extent we have
any—driven largely by budget factors
and the vagaries of domestic politics
rather than by any sober assessment of
what diplomatic tools and structures
we need to secure our national inter-
ests.

I believe our diplomatic spending
should be driven by our interests, and I
would urge a Bottom-Up Review of our
diplomatic needs.

At the same time, I have come to
fear that in recent years, the quality of
the U.S. foreign service has slowly de-
teriorated. We have too often failed to
attract and keep top-quality officers,
rewarded mediocrity, and allowed am-
bassadors to be excluded from the pol-
icymaking process. We have some tre-
mendously capable foreign service offi-
cers, but unfortunately we also have
ample room for improvement. I believe
comprehensive foreign service reform
is long overdue.

IV. NATIONAL ENERGY POLICY

Our fourth foreign policy challenge
must be addressed here at home. The
time has come for America to devise
and implement an energy policy that
will reduce our reliance on foreign oil.

We now rely on foreign sources for
more than half our oil—significantly
more than during the energy crisis of
the 1970’s. From Nigeria to Central
Asia, this dependence skews our for-
eign policy priorities—and, with many
of the world’s new oil fields in China
and Russia, we can ill afford that pat-
tern to be repeated.

The Middle East is the prime exam-
ple. Our dependence has led, for exam-
ple, to American commitments in that
region that far exceed what we would
undertake but for the 15 million barrels
of oil that leave the Persian Gulf each
day.

During my time in the Senate, we
have sent Marines to Beirut, escorted
Kuwaiti tankers through the Straits of
Hormuz, fought a major land war in
the region, and subsequently rede-
ployed troops at least twice. We also
have established an ever-expending web
of formal and informal security com-
mitments that may ultimately exceed
our capacity to uphold.

And our commitments in that oil-
rich region continue to grow. Before
the 1991 gulf war, we had only a few
thousand troops in the region and no
institutional presence. Today, we have
nearly 20,000 troops in the area more or
less permanently, including about 6,000
ground troops and a carrier task force.
We are expanding military facilities in
Saudi Arabia, Bahrain, Qatar, and the
Emirates, and we have expanded our
presence in Turkey. We are spending
some $40 billion each year to support
our military operations in the region.
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The Middle East is an important re-

gion in its own right. But no honest ob-
servers could believe that our tremen-
dous commitments there would exist
without the region’s oil riches. The
risks we have undertaken because of
oil are large indeed.

The answer to this difficult problem
is not just drilling for more oil here at
home—for, at best, that can only delay
the inevitable. The answer is a signifi-
cant and sustained effort to integrate
alternative energy sources into the
mainstream of our national economy.
The time has come for America to pro-
mote development of conservation and
alternative energy sources as a matter
of national security.

V. TRANS-NATIONAL ISSUES

The final foreign policy challenge is
to come to grips with trans-national
threats, many of which have no human
form. New diseases and large-scale en-
vironmental degradation may have ori-
gins far from our shores, but their ef-
fects touch the lives of Americans.
Similarly, international criminal orga-
nizations, including drug traffickers,
can assault our citizens and our secu-
rity from locations outside the United
States.

Combating these threats will require
that we work on many levels. We must
work together with friends and allies
abroad. We must encourage and help
countries that host these threats to
combat them, which means we must
come to better understand the impor-
tant relationship between overseas de-
velopment and our own national inter-
ests. And we must better integrate the
work of different agencies of our own
Government so that America speaks
with a single voice and acts decisively
to protect our interests.

CONCLUSION

Mr. President, these are five
daunting challenges. They come at a
time when the role of world affairs in
American public and political dis-
course has diminished substantially.

All of us are tempted to focus less on
foreign policy or to try to view it
through a domestic lens. But I believe
that would be a mistake.

The public may not be demanding a
renewed focus on foreign policy, but
our national interest is. These chal-
lenges to America’s future demand se-
rious attention from serious minds.

I am optimistic we will meet them.∑

f

BOUNDARY WATERS AND VOYA-
GEURS DISPUTES SHOULD BE
RESOLVED THROUGH MEDIATION
IN MINNESOTA

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, as
we bring this Congress to a close, it is
clear now that there will be no legisla-
tive action this year on changes to the
Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wilder-
ness or Voyageurs National Park, even
on a limited legislative rider which
would allow trucks back onto certain
portages within the BWCAW. A Federal
appeals court, overturning a series of

decisions by the Forest Service and by
a lower Federal court, ejected trucks
from the portages several years ago.
This rider was designed to again allow
anglers and others to portage boats by
truck from one lake to another in the
BWCA. Now, they are required to use
alternative means to transport their
boats across these portages.

As I have said, I would be willing to
consider changes to the current status
of the portages, as long as it is part of
an overall, agreed-upon resolution of
the many BWCAW issues on the table
in the Federal mediation process un-
derway in Minnesota. I am hopeful that
such an agreement can be reached
soon.

Mr. President, let me be clear. On
many of the issues which have arisen
in the BWCA and Voyageurs disputes, I
believe the people of northeastern Min-
nesota have legitimate grievances, and
that they should be addressed as
promptly and effectively as possible. I
have worked over the years to make
sure that when other land and lake use
issues in the region—including snow-
mobile use, lake levels, trails, and
other matters—have arisen, they are
addressed as swiftly as possible.

For years, many of the people of
northern Minnesota have believed that
the Park Service and Forest Service
have not been listening to them. Too
many feel that they have offered con-
structive solutions to disputes and
problems which have arisen, and yet
often those solutions have been ig-
nored, or rejected, by those who man-
age the wilderness and the park. That’s
why I think it’s important that some
means of expanding meaningful citizen
input, which must be taken into ac-
count and then responded to by the
Park Service and the Forest Service, is
important. Months ago, I indicated
that I would support a new mechanism
to ensure that kind of regular, concrete
citizen input, and I hope that the nego-
tiators will consider including a pro-
posal on this issue in their package of
recommendations to Congress.

There has been no action on any of
the bills introduced this year on
BWCAW and Voyaguers because they
did not reflect a policy consensus in
our own State, much less in the Nation
as a whole. I am hopeful that in the
coming months, and certainly by early
next year, there will be such a consen-
sus reached in our State, through the
mediation process which I initiated,
convened by the Federal Mediation and
Conciliation Service, which has been
making real progress in recent months.

That mediation process is broad-
based, open and public, and includes
people representing all those compet-
ing interests which have made these
disputes so difficult to resolve over the
years. One of the reasons, I think, that
they have been so tough to resolve is
that too often those involved have cho-
sen to try to fight it out, rather than
to talk it out over a table in Min-
nesota, in a search for common ground.
Some chose to try to fight it out here

in Washington. Some chose to fight it
out in the courts. I chose to initiate a
process which would allow Minnesotans
to talk it out, and then bring their rec-
ommendations to the Minnesota con-
gressional delegation for ratification.

I’m proud of that choice. I think it
was the responsible thing to do, the
right thing to do. I think most Min-
nesotans agree with that, and that the
recent successes in mediation are bear-
ing that out. I know that some people
in northern Minnesota disagree—some
fiercely—and are concerned that their
interests won’t be protected in the me-
diation process. I want to make them a
guarantee today: your interests and
views are represented in mediation,
and they will be carefully considered
by me here in the U.S. Senate. I will
press hard to make sure that every
voice in my State, including those
whom I respect and have worked with
for so many years in northern Min-
nesota, are heard in this process. The
Federal Mediation and Conciliation
Service prepared carefully for the proc-
ess for months before it actually start-
ed, interviewing hundreds of Minneso-
tans to make sure that all interests
were represented at the table, and to
guarantee an open, broadly
participatory process.

I am very grateful to the Mediation
Service, and to all those Minnesotans
who have volunteered their time and
talents to this mediation effort. I know
it is not always easy to put yourself on
the hotseat with friends, neighbors,
and townspeople who might disagree
with you, and to try to work out mutu-
ally agreeable solutions to major dis-
putes such as those which have brewed
over the BWCAW and VNP for many
years. This kind of willingness to work
at a local level to resolve disputes is an
admirable act of responsible citizen-
ship, an act of faith in the ability of
neighbors to work together, and an act
of hope that future generations will ap-
preciate the legacy of a lasting solu-
tion that protects these important re-
sources. I will be talking at greater
length about these people shortly.

The BWCA mediation group met last
Thursday and Friday, and will be meet-
ing again soon to address, among other
matters, the portages. They have al-
ready agreed on several recommenda-
tions to be made to the congressional
delegation, as part of a larger package
of proposed changes to be ratified by
them later. I am hopeful they will
make further progress on the portages,
and other issues, in the coming weeks.

I have a few articles from last week’s
newspapers in Minnesota that I will
ask to have printed in the RECORD fol-
lowing my statement, along with let-
ters and other information on the dis-
pute and on the mediation process
which demonstrate the broad support
mediation has garnered within our
State as the most reasonable, sensible
way to resolve these disputes. These
documents should be able to give peo-
ple looking back on this dispute a bet-
ter understanding of the history of this
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